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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-37 are pending in this office action. 

2. PCT/US04/30908 is a continuation of this application. 

Claim Objections 

3. Claim 25 is suggested to write as separate claims for each of it depends on. 

Specification 

4. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: The title is lengthy. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

5. Figures 1-4 should be designated by a legend such as —Prior Art— because only that 
which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected drawings in compliance with 37 
CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. 
The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 
CFR 1.84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the appUcant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC§101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 
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Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 1, 7, 13, 19, 26 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The basic of this rejection is set forth in a two-prong test of: 

(1) whether the claim is directed to a judicial exception (law of nature, natural 
phenomena, or an abstract idea) which would make it non-statutory if it is directed to the 
exception itself, rather than a practical application of the exception. One way a practical 
application can be estabhshed is through claiming a physical transformation (data transformation 
is not a physical transformation and is not, in and of itself, evidence of statutory subject matter). 

(2) Where there is no physical transformation being claimed, a practical application 
would be established by a useful, concrete and tangible result. That result is useful if it has 
specific, substantial and credible utility. Make a determination whether such is the case based on 
the perspective of one of ordinary skill having read the claim in light of the disclosure. It's 
concrete if it produces an assured, repeatable result (e.g., same input produces the same output 
each time the steps are performed). For it to be a tangible result, it must be more than just a 
thought or a computation. Instead, it must have real world value rather than being an abstract 
result. 

In the present case, claimed invention (Claims 1, 13, 26, and 32) recites a method of 
ranking the relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes comprising determining steps which do 
not provide concrete and tangible results. The claims determine an authority-like weight and a 
hub-like weight, however there are no assured, repeatable outcomes/results from these steps. 
The claim also contains non tangible result as it only recites an abstract idea. The recited steps 
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of merely determining an authority-like weight and determining a hub-like weight does not 
apply, user, or advance the technological arts since all of the recited steps can be performed in 
the mind of the user. These steps only constitute an idea of how to rank the relevance of a node. 
In order for claim to be tangible, it must be more than just a thought or computation and must 
have real world value. 

Claims 7 and 19 are not concrete. It provides a system for ranking the relevance of a 
node in a linked set of nodes comprising a calculator calculating authority-like weight and a hub- 
like weight without producing any assured, repeatable result from the calculations. Claim 19 is 
further not tangible. A relay module is a program that not tangible embo died on a con5)uter 
readable program 

Claim 25 is not tangible because a computer program product is not tangible embodied 
on a computer readable medium. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

7. Claims 1-24 and 26-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 

indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 

appUcant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 and 13, there are no steps given to arrive the method of ranking the 

relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes. The preamble recites the method of ranking the 
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relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes. However, the preamble of the claims recites 
determining steps which provide no results and how nodes (documents) are ranked. 

Regarding claims 1-3, 7, 13-15, 19, 26-28 and 32-34, the phrase "authority-like" and 
"hub-like" render the claim(s) indefinite because the claim(s) include(s) elements not actually 
disclosed (those encompassed by " authority-like" and "hub-like"), thereby rendering the scope 
of the claim(s) unascertainable. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Regarding claims 1 and 4-6, these claims are incomplete for omitting essential structural 
cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural cooperative 
relationships are: Claims recite determining, selecting, displaying and ranking steps that are not 
related to each others. For example, how the determining steps are being connected to arrive the 
method of ranking and how selecting a search term relates to method of ranking (Claims 1, 4-5), 
Moreover, the step of "displaying a ranking result" (claim 5) is incomplete because there are no 
steps given to arrive a ranking result thus no way to display a ranking result that is not generated. 
Claim 6 recites, "ranking the textual content of the node" which is incomplete as how the textual 
content of the node is ranked. 

Regarding claims 2-3 and 14-15, there is insufficient antecedent basis for "said 
determining an authority-like weight of a node" (claims 2 and 14) and "said determining a hub- 
like weight of a node" (claims 3 and 15). It's unclear whether "a node" is new node or the node 
recited in claims 1 and 15. 

Regarding claims 8-10, 20-22, there is insufficient antecedent basis for "a calculator". 
It's unclear whether "a calculator" is "a calculator" recited in claim 7 and 19. 
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Regarding claims 7, 11-12, 19 and 23-24, these claims are incon^lete for omitting 
essential structural cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted 
structural cooperative relationships are: a calculator, a search term selection device, a display 
and a textual content ranking mechanism are not connected to each other. The Examiner hardly 
figures out how these elements are being connected to support the ranking fimction. 

Regarding claims 13 and 16-18, these claims are incomplete for omitting essential 
stmctural cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural 
cooperative relationships are: Claims recite determining, selecting and ranking steps that are not 
related to each others. For example, how the determining steps are being connected to arrive the 
method of ranking and how selecting a search term relates to method of ranking (Claims 13, 16- 
17). Moreover, claim 18 recites "ranking the textual content of the node" is incomplete as how 
the textual content of the node is ranked. 

Regarding claims 26, 29-32 and 35-37, these claims are incomplete for omitting essential 
structural cooperative relationships of elements. See MPEP § 2172.01. The omitted structural 
cooperative relationships are: means are not connected to each other as how these means are 
being related to support the ranking function. 

Regarding claims 27-28 and 33-34, there is there is insufficient antecedent basis for "said 
means for determining an authority-like weight of a node" (claims 2 and 14) and "said means for 
determining a hub-like weight of a node" (claims 3 and 15). It's unclear whether "a node" is 
new node or the node recited in claims 26 and 32. 

Regarding claims 1, 7, 19 and 26, the term " mathematically decoupled" renders the 
claims indefinite because it's vague as to what's being mathematically decoupled. 
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Due to the vagueness and a lack of clear definition of the terminology and phrases used in 
the specification and claims, the claims have been treated on their merits as best understood by 
the examiner. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the mvention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of appUcation for patent in the United States. 

8. Claims 1, 4-7, 10-13, 16-19, 22-26, 29-32 and 35-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Chakrabarti (US 6,356,899). 

Regarding claims 1 and 26, Chakrabarti discloses a method and a system for ranking the 
relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes (See col. 8, lines 35-59 and col. 9, lines 59-64), 
comprising: 

• determining an authority-like weight for said node using a non-compound, non- 
normalized Forward operator (See col. 20, lines 30-45); and 

• determining a hub-Hke weight for said node using a non-compound, non- 
normalized Backward operator (See col. 20, lines 30-47), 

• said steps of determining being mathematically decoupled (See col. 19, lines 34- 
50). 

Regarding claims 4, 16 and 29, Chakrabarti further discloses determining a principal 
eigenvector of a matrix (See col. 19, lines 27-29). 
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Regarding claims 5, 17 and 30, Chakrabarti further discloses selecting a search term (See 
col. 25, line 51 to col. 26, lines 1-3); and displaying a ranking result (See Fig. 6). 

Regarding claims 6, 18 and 31, Chakrabarti further discloses ranking the textual content 
of the node (See col. 19, lines 55-65). 

Regarding claims 7 and 19, Chakrabarti discloses system for ranking the relevance of a 

node in a linked set of nodes comprising: 

• a calculator configured to calculate an authority-like weight for said node and a 
hub-like weight for said node, using, respectively, a non-compound, non- 
normahzed Forward operator and a non-conrq)ound, non-normalized Backward 
operator (See col. 20, lines 30-47), said calculations being mathematically 
decoupled (See col. 19, lines 34-50). 

Chakrabarti also discloses a relay module connected to said calculator and configured to relay a 

corresponding calculated authority-like weight and hub-like weight to a display as per claim 19 

(See Fig. 6). 

Regarding claims 10 and 22, Chakrabarti discloses said calculator con^rising: 

a calculator configured to calculate a principal eigenvector of a matrix (See col. 19, lines 

27-29). 
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Regarding claims 1 1 and 23, Chakrabarti further discloses a search term selection device 
(See col. 25, line 51 to col. 26, lines 1-3); and a display (See Fig. 6). 

Regarding claims 12 and 24, Chakrabarti further discloses a textual content ranking 
mechanism (See col. 19, lines 55-65). 

Regarding claims 13 and 32, Chakrabarti disclose a method and a system for ranking the 
relevance of a node in a linked set of nodes, the improvement comprising: 

• means (See col. 6, lines 31-52) for determining one of an authority-like weight for 
said node using a non-con5)ound, non-normalized Forward operator, and a hub- 
like weight for said node using a non-compound, non-normalized Backward 
operator (See col. 20, lines 30-47). 

Regarding claims 16 and 35, Chakrabarti further discloses means for determining a 
principal eigenvector of a matrix (See col. 19, lines 27-29). 

Regarding claims 17 and 36, Chakrabarti further discloses means for selecting a search 
term (See col. 25, line 51 to col 26, lines 1-3). 

Regarding claim 18 and 37, Chakrabarti further discloses means for ranking the textual 
content of the node (See col. 19, lines 55-65), 
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Regarding claims 25, Chakrabarti discloses a computer program product configured to 
host instructions corresponding to any one of the steps of Claims 1-6 and 13-18 (See col. 24, 
lines 19-65). 



Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 2, 3, 8, 9, 14, 15, 20, 21, 27, 28, 33 and 34 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
Claims 2, 14, 27 and 33 recite the limitation of "wherein said determining an authority- 
like weight of a node comprises: 

• choosing a forward start vector; 

• determining a node weight using the non-compound, non-normalized Forward 
operator; 

• normalizing the node weight; and 

testing for convergence, wherein said steps of determining a node weight and 
normalizing the node weight are repeated until the node weight converges to a constant value" 
that is not taught or suggested by the prior art. 

Claims 3, 15, 28 and 34 recite the limitation of "wherein said determining a hub-like 
weight of a node con^rises: 

• choosing a backward start vector; 
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• determining a node weight using the non-conpound, non-normalized Backward 

operator; 

• normalizing the node weight; and 

• testing for convergence, wherein said steps of determining a node weight and 
normalizing the node weight are repeated until the node weight converges to a 
constant value" that is not taught or suggested by the prior art. 

Regarding claims 8 and 20, these claims recite the step of iteratively calculating a node 
forward weight, normalizing the node forward weight, and testing for convergence until the node 
forward weight converges to a constant value that is not taught or suggested by the prior art. 

Regarding claims 9 and 21, these claims recite, "iteratively calculate a node backward 
weight, normalize the node backward weight, and test for convergence until the node backward 
weight converges to a constant value" that is not taught or suggested by the prior art. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Bharat U.S Patent No. 6,738,678 discloses method for ranking hyperlinked pages xising 
content and connectivity analysis. 

Aridor U.S Patent No. 6,636,848 discloses information search using knowledge agents. 
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Ziyang Wang discloses, "Improved Link-Based Algorithms for Ranking Web Pages", 
(June 2003). 

11. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Merilyn P Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-4026. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F: 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned are 571-273-8300 for regular 
communications and 703-746-7240 for After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 




MN 

December 09, 2005 




